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NON-GOVERNMENT WELFARE ORGANISATIONS .IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA 
·oATA SHEETS Adam Graycar 
The data reported here are from a national survey whtcb. 
is presently being analysed in th.e Soci.al Welfare Research. 
Centre, Universi'ty of New· South Wales. The matedal 
reports responses from the survey only,and gen�ralisattons 
to the sector as a whole should be treated· witft some
caution as the nature of the sample may involve a margin 
of sampling error. The general order of magnitude however 
is· right. · 
Adam Gravcar
NON-GOVERNMENT WELFARE ORGANISATIONS IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA 
Adam Graycar 
Of all the NGWOs in South Australia 7% were founded before 1900, 
11.3% between 1900 and 1945, 15.5% between 1946 and 1959, 32.4% 
between 1960 and 1972, 14.1% between 1973 and 1976, and 19.7% between 
1977 and 1981. It can be seen therefore that 33.8% were founded in 
the last decade. This compares with a national finding of 43.5% 
being founded in the last decade. Whereas there were more agencies 
founded between 1960 and 1972 in SA (32.4%) than in Australia 
generally (26.6% of all agencies in Australia were founded in that 
period). The rate of founding of new agencies slowed down consider-
ably in SA in the past decade particularly when compared with other 
states. 
33.8% of SA 1 s NGWOs were founded in the past decade. The comparison 
with the other states is NSW - 44.4%; Vic - 43.6%; Ql d - 57. 1 % ;
WA - 35.0%; Tas - 40,0%; NT - 56.0%; ACT - 52. 1 % • One explanation 
for this is that the traditional agencies.had a firm footing and were 
covering areas quite comfortably in a way that traditional 
agencies in other states were not and this limited the opportunity 
for new agencies. Another explanation is that things simply started 
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to slow down in SA in those years. 
We have some data on agency income by state. Of the agencies in 
SA, 34.8% have incomes below $5,000; 27.5% between $5,000 and 
$50,000; 20.3% between $50,000 and $250,000; lQ.1% between $250,000 
and $1,000,000; 7.2% have incomes of over $1,000,000. Within each 
of these income categories the comparison with other states is as 
follows. 
34.7% of NGWOs in Australia have incomes below $5,000 and SA is 
right on that mark. The state with the highest proportion of 
agencies under $5,000 is WA with 57.5%, the state with the lowest 
proportion is NSW with 27.4%. 
26.2% of the agencies in Australia have incomes between $5,000,and $50,000 
again SA is right on target. The state with the highe~t proportion 
in this income group is NT with 42.3%. The state with the lowest 
proportion is WA with 15%. 
22.6% of Australia's agencies have incomes between $50,000 and 
$250,000. Again SA is very close to the target. The state with the 
highest proportion in this income category is NSW with 29.4%. The 
state with the lowest is WA with 5.0%. 
11.7% of agencies in Australia have incomes between $250,000. and 
$1,000,000. The proportion in SA is 10.1%. The state with the 
highest proportion in this income group is Vic with 13.7%. The 
state with the lowest proportion in this income group is Qld with 
7.9%. 
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4.9% of _agencies in Australia have incomes of over .$1 mi 11 ion. In 
SA 7.2% of agencies ha~e incomes over $1 million. This is exceeded 
only in WA where 10% of agencies have incomes of over $1 million. 
In the other states the proportions are··NSW -·4.5%; Vic - 4.3%; 
Qld - 2.6%; Tas - 2.6%. 
Function 
We have broken the functions performed by agencies into thirteen 
types. The data that I am reporting now describe· only the first 
broad function of the agencies. Most of the agencies listed a 
second broad function as well ·and we do have data on composite 
first and second broad functions. These data are fairly complicated 
and what follows is first broad function only. 
1.4% of agencies deal in income support; 
4.2% in employment; 15.5% in education; 
19.7% in accommodation; 
5.6% in health; 4.2% 
in personal care; 1.4% in protection; 7.0% in therapeutic care; 
4.2% in information; 21.1% in inter-personal development; 7.0% 
in collective action; 8.5% in service support; and none in SA were 
described as multi-functional. In the accompanyin~ general tables 
some of these characteristics are described in some more detail. 
Whereas 12.4% of all the agencies are in SA, it is of interest to 
note that 26.8% of those de~ling with education are in SA; 20% of 
those dealing with inter-personal development are in SA; and 16.9% 
of those dealing with accommodation are in SA. ln~some ways we can 
say that SA is over-represented in those areas. Under-representation 
occurs with agencies dealing with income (5.9% are in SA); personal 
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care (4.5% are in SA}; therapeutic care (8.1% are in SA). 
Areas in which SA is notable are accommodation - 14.5% of agencies 
in Australia deal in accommodation but 19.7% of those in SA - this 
is exceeded only by WA where 24.4% of agencies deal ih accommodation. 
In personal care SA lags considerably behind all other states. In 
Australia 11.6% of agencies deal in personal care. In SA the 
proportion is 4.2%. The next lowest proportion is in Vic where it is 
8.9%. In Qld it is 15.8%; in WA 17.1% and Tas 14.6%. 
We asked the question about the gender of clientele and the answers 
came back in three categories - NGWOs which deal with both sexes, 
those that deal mainly or exclusively with females, those that deal 
mainly or exclusively with males. The interesti_ng item concerns 
those agencies that deal mainly or exclusively with females. Across 
Australia 20.8% of NGWOs deal mainly or exclusively with females. 
In SA the proportion is 19.7% - very close to the national average. 
Host states clustered around this average except for Qld which was 
markedly below at 15.8%. 
We asked the agencies to identify the life st~ge of their clientele 
and agencies -in SA reported as fo 11 ows. Peop 1 e right across the 1 i fe 
spectrum - all or any 31.0% of agencies; children - 25.4% of 
agencies; youth 7.0% of agencies; adults 16.9% of _agencies; elderly 
people 19.7% of agencies. 
What is notable is that somewhat fewer agencies in SA than nationally 
identified all or any as the life stage. Nationally 38.7% of 
agencies dealt with all or any. In SA it was 31.0%. The second 
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lowest apart from WA which had 29.3%, What this means is that 
agencies in SA are probably more specifically targetted than most 
other states, 
25.4% of agencies in SA had as their clients' life stage children. 
This was exceeded only in the ACT where the proportion was 26.9%. 
The national average was 20.2% but it varied widely among the 
states with Qld identifying 7,9% of agencies dealing with_ children 
and the NT with 4.2%. (The NT stood out from the others in the all 
or any category where 75% dealt with all or any and naturally many 
of these would have dealt with children.) 
7.0% of agencies in SA dealt with youth and this was very close to 
the national average of 6.5%. No states were markedly above this 
and only WA was markedly below at 2.4%. 
16.9% of agencies in SA dealt with adults. This was not far off the 
national average of 18.9%. The only state to differ markedly from 
this was NSW which had 23.3% of its agencies dealing primarily with 
adults. 
19.7% of agencies in SA dealt with elderly people. The national 
aver_age was 15.8% and so SA is somewhat above this. Two- states 
were way above SA in terms of the proportion of agencies dealing with 
elderly people - WA with 29.3% and Qld with 26.3%. Both NSW and 
Vic had only about 12% of agencies dealing with elderly people. 
We asked also about the main roles of the NGWOs and we have two types 
of classifications and a composite classification. What will be 
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reported here is the first main role and a second wider social and 
service role. In the first category there were four role types and 
the SA agencies broke down as follows. 5.6% were involved in 
activities that involved a commitment to social change; 19.7% were 
involved in activities that involved explicit maintenance or 
reproduction of the social order; 66.2% were involved in extensions 
of government role or provision of needed services; 8.5% were 
involved in self-help survival maintenance or advancement. 
The most common role, that of extension of government role or provision 
of needed collective services, was reflected in similar proportions 
among the states. The national average was 67.6% and SA came out at 
66.2%. Other states did not vary dramatically. 
Where SA did vary dramatically was in agencies that were committed to 
soc1al change. 11.2% of Australia's agencies had as their main role 
commitment to social change - only 5.6% of agencies in SA had this 
role the lowest proportion of any state. The highest proportions 
were in Tas with 22%; ACT with 15.4%; and NSW with 12.1%. 
With regard to agencies dealing with the explicit maintenance or 
reproduction -of the social order, 10.9% of agencies nationally fell 
into this category and it is notable that in SA the proportion was 
19,7% - by far the largest proportion in any state. The next 
highest was in Qld with 13.2% and other states were below the national 
average. 
With r_egard to the fourth role self-help, 10.3% of _agencies 
nationally were involved in this role area. SA was right on the 
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national average and the states which stood above the national 
average were WA with 22.0% and Qld with 15.8%. 
In dealing with the wider social and service role, there were six 
categories listed and SA came out as follows. 1.4% were involved 
with the supply of cash, goods, services of an essential nature; 
45.1% were involved with the provision of services necessary for 
effective community functioning; none were involved in the mediation 
or management of relations between individual groups in the state; 
33.8% were involved with the reproduction of socialisation patterns 
in societal relationships; 15.5% were involved in rehabilitation to 
dominant social patterns or remediation of disability; 4.2% were 
involved with assistance or promotion of socio-political organisational 
activity oriented towards social change or promotion of rights and 
equity. 
Only two of these differed dramatically from national patterns. 
Whereas 17.9% of agencies were concerned with reproduction of 
socialisation patterns etc in SA the proportion was 33.8% - by far 
the highest proportion among the states. Whereas nationally 20.8% 
were concerned with rehabilitation, in SA the proportion was 15.5%. 
Almost half t--he proportion which prevails in Vic. 
Sources of Income 
A great deal of data was gathered on sources of income. In the 
first run we took the proportion of income received from various 
sources, for example government - commonwealth, state, local -
appeals, external sources, membership, own sources etc. At this 
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stage we have not yet disaggregated different levels of government 
expenditure, that is state, commonwealth and local. By states we 
only have general government expenditure which aggregates all three 
of these by state. 
Very ro_ughly 60% of NGWOs in Australia get some funding from 
government. On the basis of the proportion of total income received 
from government we have broken NGWOs into four quartiles. In SA 
of those which receive some funds from government 21 . 4% receive 1 es s 
than 25% of their incomes from government; 35.7% receive between 
26% and 50% of their incomes from government; 11.9% receive between 
51 fyo and 75fyo f t /n /n rom_ governmen ; 31.0% receive over 75% of their 
income from government. 
These f_igures differ slightly from the national aver_ages. Of the 
agencies in Australia which receive fundi_ng from government, 20% 
receive less than a quarter of their incomes from government. The 
SA figure of 21.4% is close to the average. WA has the highest 
proportion of agencies which receive less than a quarter of their 
incomes from government (33.3%) and Vic has the lowest proportion of 
agencies which receive less than a quarter of their income from 
government (]1,4%). Whereas 26.1% of agencies receive between 26% 
and 50% of their incomes from government SA has by far the highest 
proportion of agencies in this grouping (35.7%) and Vic has the 
lowest of 13.9%. \.Jhereas 17.6% of agencies received between 51% and 
75% of their income from government, SA is near the bottom with 11.9% 
of agencies in this category. WA is at the top with 33.3%. Whereas 
36.4% of agencies receive more than three-quarters of their income 
from.government, 31% of agencies in SA receive more than three quarters 
9. 
from government - a figure close to the national average. In Vic 
the proportion is 51.9%; in Tas it is 50%; in the NT it is 46.7%; 
in NSW it is 30.2%; in Qld it is 23.5%; in WA it is 19.0%. 
Just under one quarter of the agencies in Australia receive funds 
from external sources. This means funds from businesses and 
organisations other than government and other than membership. The 
numbers in each of the cells are fairly small but it is of interest 
to note that of the agencies in SA which receive funds from external 
sources, 63.2% receive less than a quarter of their budget from 
external sources 31.6% receive between a quarter and a half of their 
funds from external sources and only one ~gency (5.3% in this case 
receives more than three quarters of its funds from external sources). 
Generally the cells are too small to make comparison with national 
aggregates meaningful. 
Eighty per cent of NGWOs receive income from their own sources. 
This includes membership fees and other income generating activities. 
In SA 22.2% receive between 1% and 25% of their income from their 
own sources; 20.4% receive between 26% and 50% of their income from 
their own sources; 14.8% receive between 51% and 75% of their income 
from their o~n sources; and 42.6% receive over 75% of their income 
from their own sources. These figures are very close to the national 
averages. 
We asked ·the question in the survey on whether NGWOs regarded their 
financial position over the last year as healthy, adequate, 
unhealthy, or critical. In the analysis we combined the first two 
and the 1 ast two into a satisfactory and an unsatisfactory cat_egory. 
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It is of interest to note that 74,9% of agencies regarded their 
financial position as satisfactory and 25.1% regarded their 
financial position as unsatisfactory. Although the totals among 
the stat~s did not differ markedly from the three quarters which 
claimed their financial position was satisfactory the proportion 
in SA claiming such was the lowest (70%). The other states were 
NSW - 75.5%; Vic - 77,0%; Qld 77,5%; WA - 77,5%; Tas - 70,0%~ 
In addition to all of the above we have very detailed cross 
tabulations of composite function and composite role by states. 
The data are extremely complex and too awkward to report here. 
(Some of the tables for example cover the full width of the 
computer sheet and go for as much as fourteen pages.) There are 
many other cross tabulations which have not yet been done but 
should the need arise it is not difficult to get more detailed 
state print-out. 
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TABLE 1 FUNCTION OF NGWOs 
(N = 571) 
CATEGORY N % 
INCOME 17 3.0 
ACCOMMODATION 8.3 14.5 
EMPLOYMENT 29 5. 1 
EDUCATION 41 7.2 
HEALTH 37 6.5 
PERSONAL CARE 66 11 • 6 
AUSTRALIA-WIDE DATA 
EXAMPLES 
. emergency finance 
. goods and/or services 
• emergency housing 
. residential 
. nursing home 
. provision of housing 
. sheltered workshops 
. income generation project 
. work ethic/skills maintenance 
and development 
• pre-schools & kindergartens 
• toy 1 ibraries 
. adult education 
• special education 
. family planning/pregnancy 
termination 
. pregnancy support 
. first aid/rescue services 
. support of frail and ill 
. preventive education & skills 
. general health care 
. day-care centres 
. home-based care 
. domiciliary services 
. foster care 
adopt ion 
. support and advice 
TABLE 1 (CONT.) 
CATEGORY 
PROTECTION 




























• prevention/remedial of abuse 
. crisis intervention 
. disaster relief 
. road safety 
• disability rehabilitation 
. psychological rehabilitation 
• counselling service 
• community programs 
• colllllunity services and 
facilities 
• financial advice 
• legal advice/referral 
. rel igious/spi ritual 
• social/recreational activity 
• public education or advocacy 
for group rights/shares 
. colllllunity-based organisation 
for social/environmental 
improvement 
self he Ip prov is ion for group 
need 




• volunteer management and/or 
training 
. total community development 
• mixed range of therapeutic, 
personal care, accom. & health 
General personal care and 
colllllunity support services 
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TABLE 2 LIFESTAGE OF CLIENTELE OF NGWOs 
N % 
A 11 or any 221 38,7 
Children 115 20.2 
Youth 37 6.5 
Adults 108 18.8 
Elderly 90 15.8 
571 100 
TABLE 3 ROLES OF NGWOs 
N % 
Commitment to Social Change 64 11.2 
Explicit maintenance of social 
K>rde r 58 10 .2 
Extension of Government role/ 
(unreflective)provision of needed 
~ollective service 390 68.3 




TABLE 4 : DISTRIBUTION OF ORGANISATIONS BY 
INCOME LEVEL (UNADJUSTED) : · 1971, 1976, 1980 
Income Level 
Less than $5,000 
$ 5,001 - 10,000 
$10,001 - 25,000 




$500,001- $1 million 










7 2. 7 










32 8. 3 
39 10. 1 
20 5.2 
15 3.9 
11 2. 9 
385 100.0 
TABLE 5 : DISTRIBUTION OF ORGANISATIONS BY 
INCOME LEVEL (ADJUSTED) : 1971, 197b, 1980 
YEAR 
Income Level 1971 1976 
No. % No. % 
Less than $5,000 47 18.5 102 26.6 
$ 5 ,oo 1 - 10,000 47 18.5 57 14.8 
$10,001 - - 43 16.8 40 10.4 25,000 
$25,001 - 50,000 30 11.8 43 11 • 1 
$50,001 . lCJ,U00 17 6.7 37 9.7 
$100,001- 250,000 29 11 • 1 39 10.0 
$250,001- 500,000 18 6.9 28 7.3 
$500,001- $1 million 13 5.1 18 4.7 
Over $1 mi 11 ion 12 4.7 21 5.4 
Totals 256 100.0 385 100.0 
1971 and 1976 values have been inflated by the June quarter 




45 8. 1 
39 7 .o 
61 11.0 





















less than 5,000 
5 , 00 1 - 10 , 000 
10,001 - 25,000 




500,001 - 1 million 
aver 1 mi 11 i on 




AGENCY INCOME($) BY PERCENTAGE 
RECEIVED FROM GOVERNMENT 
Ni 1 1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 
71.4 9. 1 6.3 2.3 
62.2 24.2 13.3 6.9 
39-5 7.0 23.3 7.0 
8.5 4.5 12.0 5.2 
34.3 8.6 17. 1 11.4 
6.0 4.5 7. 2 6.9 
18.3 11.7 15.0 10.0 
5.5 10.6 10.8 10. 3 
19.0 19.0 19.0 17.5 
6.0 18. 2 14.5 19.0 
24. 1 13.8 12. 1 13.8 
7.0 12.1 8.4 13.8 
5.9 26.5 32.4 20.6 
1.0 13.6 13.3 12.1 
14.3 14.3 28.6 25.0 
2.0 6.1 9.6 12.1 
14.8 14.8 33-3 29.6 
2.0 6.1 10.8 13.8 





















In each cell there are two figures. The first is the row percentage 
i.e. adding across each row (top figures only) gives 100%. This means 
for the top left hand cell, that of the agencies with incomes under 
$5,000, 71.4% get nothing from government, 9.1% get between 1 and 25% 
of their income from government ••• 
The seaond figure in each cell is the column percentage i.e. adding 
down each column (second figures only) gives 100%. This means for 
the top left hand cell, that of the agencies which get nothing-from 
government, 62.2% have incomes under $5,000, 8.5% have incomes between 

















NUMBER OF LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT 
FUNDING REPORTED BY ORGANISATIONS 
No. 
Federal Funding Only 96 
State Funding Only 90 
Local Funding Only 16 
Federal and State Funding 90 
Federal and Local Funding 5 
State and Local Funding 15 
Federal, State and Local Funding 18 
Totals 330 
TABLE 9 
POLICY ROtE OF GOVERNMENT: PERCENTAGE OF ORGANIZATIONS 
Commonwealth State 
Gov't Gov't 
Government plays a major 
po Ii cy role 19. 1 17.6 
Government plays some 
po 1 icy ro 1 e 29.5 42.0 
Government plays no 


















TABLE 8 : 
BREAKDOWN OF FUNDING SOURCES OF ORGANISATIONS 
Level of Funding (%) 
1 - 25 26 - 50 51 - 75 Over 75 No. 
A. GOVERNMENT 
Federal 37.0 32.5 13.8 16.8 100.0 203 
State 37.3 33.5 12.0 17 .2 100.0 209 
Local 71.7 17.0 1.9 9.4 100.0 53 
B. EXTERNAL (NON-GOVERNMENT) FUNDING 
Parent: 49.3 19.2 13.7 17.8 100.0 73 
OrgMisations 
Private Firms, 80.6 8.3 2.8 8.3 100.0 36 
Trusts 
Other Organisations 61.5 18.0 10.3 10.3 100.0 39 
c. FUNDING GENERATED WITHIN THE ORGANISATION 
Investments 90.8 7. 1 2. 1 100.0 98 
Fundraising, 49.7 17.9 10.3 22. 1 100.0 330 
Donations 
Membership 64.3 9.7 6.8 19.3 100.0 207 
Fees for Service 49.7 29.3 10.2 10.8 100.0 157 
